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THRIPSRUFA HALIDAY, 1836 
(INSECTA, THYSANOPTERA, THRIPIDAE): 
PROPOSED RULING THAT THIS IS A 
NOMENCLATURALLY VALID NAME FOR THE TYPE 
SPECIES OF APTINOTHRIPS HALIDAY, 1836. 

Z.N.(S.)2067 

By L. A. Mound and J.M. Palmer 
(British Museum ( Natural History ), London, U.K.) 

The present application was first published in 1974, Bull . zool. 
Nom. vol. 31 , pp. 228-229 and was based on the premise that Thrips 
rufa Haliday, 1836 is a junior primary homonym of Thrips rufa 
Gmelin, 1790. It was voted on affirmatively by the Commission in 
1978, but no Opinion was issued because of the following comments 
by two members of the Commission. 

2. Dr C.W. Sabrosky remarked: ‘I do not quarrel with the 
basic purpose of the application, viz., to stabilize the name Thrips 
rufus in the family THRIPIDAE, but there are basic faults in the 
approach and I regret that I did not notice these earlier. 

‘(1) There is no such name as “ Thrips rufa Haliday”. 
Haliday clearly cited the reference to Thrips rufa Gmelin, no. 
11, and we are thus dealing with T. rufa Gmelin sensu 
Haliday, a misidentification. Technically, then, suppression 
of T. rufa Gmelin leaves rufa (or rufus) of authors nameless, 
unless there are available synonyms. To achieve the result 
“ Thrips rufa Haliday” (correctly rufus), we must also take 
plenary powers to date rufa from Haliday, this to take priority 
and precedence over synonyms, if any, for that graminicolous 
species.’ 

‘(2) The type species of Aptinothrips Haliday should have 
been designated under Article 70a, misidentified type species, 
which of course requires action under the plenary powers.’ 

3. Mr. Heppell said. ‘This application is unsatisfactory. 
Where is it shown that Thrips rufa “Haliday” is anything more than a 
misidentification of T. rufa Gmelin? What is the nature of the type 
material? Did Haliday designate a holotype of a new species? The 
implication is that he did not. As he refers to the same figured 
specimen as Gmelin, that specimen must at least be one of Haliday’s 
syntypes. Article 49 expressly states that “The specific name used in 
an erroneous specific identification cannot be retained for the 
species to which the name was wrongly applied...”. From this I 
would assume that, even if that Article were to be waived by use of 
the plenary powers, action would still be required to establish a type 
for “7. rufus Haliday” before any objective identity could be 
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assigned to the entry under that name on the Official List. The 
applicants do not provide the necessary information for the 
appropriate action to be taken by the Commission. I believe in this 
case it would be better to suppress T. rufa Gmelin and select a new 
type for Aptinothrips under Article 70. If necessary, a new name 
could be established for T. rufa Haliday ex parte, non Gmelin, and 
that nominal species be selected as type.’ 

4. The complete reference in Gmelin, 1790, p. 2224, is ‘Thr. 
rufa. v. Gleichen Neustes in Reich der Pflanz. t . 16. f.6.7. Habitat in 
tritici spicis , anforsan larva minutissimaeT (the gender of Thrips is, 
however, masculine). 

5. Haliday, 1836, p.445, erected Aptinothrips as a subgenus 
of Thrips with an unequivocal definition considering that he is 
referring only to the British fauna: ‘ antennae articulus 6tus. apice 
attenuates, absque stylo articulato .’ Haliday placed two species in 
this subgenus, ‘Thr. Apt. rufa ’ [sic] and 4 Thr . Apt. nitidula ’ [sic], and 
these were distinguished by their colour differences. 

6. Under the name rufa , Haliday gives the references to 
Gmelin and Gleichen referred to above, and also the only 
subsequent reference: Nicholson, 1805, p. 224, fig. 1, which is an 
unnamed figure. It is clear that Haliday saw the Nicholson 
publication, but the Gmelin reference is quoted wrongly (species 11 
is quoted whereas rufa is actually species 10) and there is no 
evidence that Haliday actually studied the original Gleichen 
illustration. 

7. All subsequent authors have used the name rufa in the 
sense of Haliday but have referred to it as ‘ rufa Gmelin’. It was so 
cited by Westwood when he designated it as type species of 
Aptinothrips (1838, p. 46). Jacot-Guillarmod, 1974, Ann. Cape 
prov. Museums , vol. 7 (3), pp. 597-607, cites about 300 references 
to ‘Thrips rufus (or rufa) Gmelin’, more than 150 of them since 1930. 
The species is widespread in the temperate parts of the world, where 
it is a minor pest of cereals and grasses. 

8. As Jacot-Guillarmod notes, Gmelin was not the first 
author to publish the name Thrips rufus. Goeze, 1778, EntomoL 
Beytr. (2), p. 352, gives ‘5. Rufus der rothe Blasenfuss des Waizens. 
von Gleichen Neuestes im Reich der Pflanzen 1 . 16 (7. Absch.) f.6.7. 
(Vielleicht die Larve von Thrips minutissima L.)’ This is almost 
word for word the German equivalent of Gmelin’s entry and 
undoubtedly refers to the same species. The fact that rufa Gmelin is 
not an Aptinothrips was first pointed out by Trybom, 1894, p.43, but 
this was ignored by subsequent authors. The species cannot be 
recognised either from Goeze’s or Gmelin’s description, but 
Gleichen’s figure evidently shows the larva of a species of 
Haplothrips Amyot & Serville, 1843. The specific name must 
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remain a nomen dubium because there are several species of 
Haplothrips associated with Gramineae in Europe, including the 
common cereal pest H. tritici Kurdjumow, 1912. The name has, 
however, been consistently used in Haliday’s sense since his time. 

9. The choice of the best means for conserving over 140 
years’ usage is not easy. First, it would be possible to designate a 
neotype for the oldest available nominal species, Thrips rufits 
Goeze, 1778, but as this name has never been associated with that 
author and date, this would only cause confusion among the many 
applied workers who use the name. Secondly, it would be possible to 
rule that T. rufa Gmelin is a nomenclaturally valid name for the 
species and erect a suitable neotype. However, this would entail 
continuing the illogical situation of referring to a minute yellow 
insect by a name based on a bright red thrips. Thirdly, it would be 
possible to rule that T. ( Aptinothrips ) rufa Haliday is a 
nomenclaturally valid name for the species and select a suitable 
neotype. Since the usage of the name was established by Haliday’s 
misidentification and has been followed by many authors, since we 
have a specimen available as neotype in the Haliday collection 
which is so designated below, and since the existence of our earlier 
application is widely known among workers on Thysanoptera, we 
recommend the latter course. We accordingly propose the 
following, although we recognise the Commission may prefer one of 
the two alternatives indicated above (if our preferred course is 
followed, Thrips rufus Goeze, 1778 will remain available and be 
nomenclaturally valid for the bright red larva of a Haplothrips 
figured by Gleichen): 

(1) to use the plenary powers: 

(a) to rule that the specific name rufa Haliday, 
1836, as published in the combination Thrips 
(Aptinothrips) rufa is, when corrected to rufus , 
a nomenclaturally valid name for the species 
that was before Haliday; 

(b) to set aside all designations of type specimen 
hitherto made for Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufus 
Haliday, 1836 and to designate as neotype of 
that species a specimen in the Haliday 
Collection, National Museum of Ireland, 
Dublin, with the following slide data: ‘Haliday/ 
Haliday Collection/N.M.I. 20.2.82’; 

(c) to set aside all designations of type species 
hitherto made for Aptinothrips Haliday, 1836 
and to designate Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufus 
Haliday, 1836, as defined by the neotype 
designated in (b), as type species of that taxon; 
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(2) to place the genus-group name Aptinothrips 
Haliday, 1836 (gender: masculine), type species by 
designation under the plenary powers in (l)(c) 
above, Thrips (Aptinothrips) rufus Haliday, 1836 
on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology; 

(3) to place the specific name rufus Haliday, as 
published in the combination Thrips (Aptinothrips) 
rufa, as ruled to be a nomenclaturally valid name in 
(l)( a ) above, and as defined by the neotype 
designated in (l)(b) above, on the Official List of 
Specific Names in Zoology. 
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